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CORRECTIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE BLACK OBELISK OF 

SHALMANESER II. 

By Morris Jastrow, Jr., Ph. D., 

University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa. 



The historical inscriptions that have been found of Shalmaneser II., or 
more properly Sulmanasarid, 1 may be divided, for the sake of convenience, like 
those of Tiglathpileser II., Esarhaddon, Sargon, and others of the Assyrian 
kings, 2 into two classes, (1) annals proper, and (2) "glorification" inscriptions 
(" Prunkinschriften "). To the first class belong (a) the so-called black obelisk 
found at Koujundschik, (b) the two inscriptions on the two bulls from the cen- 
tral palace of Koujundschik, and (c) the fragment of which we have only the 
squeeze made by George Smith. 3 To the second, (a) the monolith of Kurkh, (b) 
the inscriptions on the bronze gates of Balawat, (c) the inscription on the ped- 
estal of the statue found at Kileh-shergat, to which we might add as a subdivis- 
ion of the second class, the shorter inscriptions on bricks. 4 

Of these inscriptions, the first rank must be accorded to the black obelisk, 
and for the reason that it covers a greater period of Shalmaneser's reign than 
any other. Whereas the bull inscriptions mention nothing later than the 18th 
year, the monolith closes with the 6th year, and the Balawat breaks off with the 
9th year, the obelisk summarizes the events to the end of the 31st year, bringing 
us to within three years of the king's death. 

It is clear, then, that for a study of the reign of Shalmaneser II. the black 
obelisk must form the starting-point, and that, in direct connection with it, the 
other inscriptions may best be studied, grouping themselves around it as so many 
additional fragmentary manuscripts would around the more complete one which 
we hit upon for a fundamental text. In view of this it is of even more than 
ordinary importance to have a text of this inscription that may be correct in 



i On the name though not of this particular Shalmaneser, see Schrader, Zeits. fuer KeUs., 
II., pp. 197-204. 

» For this division, which it must be borne in mind is only drawn for the sake of conven- 
ience, and has reference more to the manner and the order in which events are told, and not to 
the contents of the inscriptions, see Schrader, Zur Kriiik der Insehriften TiQlathptteser's, II., etc., 
p. 13 sqq. 

3 Published III R., 5, No. 6. Smith, Assyr. Discov., p. 73, speaks of duplicates of Shalman- 
eser inscriptions that he discovered at Nimroud, but does not say of what inscriptions. 
Those mentioned by him on p. 352 would belong to the second class. 

i Two such bricks have been published by Layard (Inscriptions, pi. 77 B and 78 B). Smith, 
Assyr. Discov., p. 79, mentions others that he came across. For the inscriptions of Shalmaneser 
II., in general, consult Bezold, Babyl.-Assyr. Literatur, pp. 73-76. 
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every particular ; but whether for the reason that too much of our interest in the 
handsome monument has been absorbed by the interesting illustrations on it, or 
for some other reason, the text of the monument has not received that attention 
which it deserves. There has been no edition of it since Layard's publication 5 in 
1851, and it is not surprising to find that Mr. Layard should, at that early date, 
have mistaken quite a number of signs, despite the general clearness of the char- 
acters, and that in addition, a goodly number of other errors should have crept 
into the work. It must be remembered that when Mr. Layard copied the text, 
it had not yet been translated, and that many distinctions between characters 
which are to-day quite elementary, were at that time unknown to the eminent 
pioneers in the laborious study. Those who have since then studied the inscrip- 
tion, like Oppert, 6 Menant, 7 Sayce, 8 and Schrader, 9 corrected some of the errors in 
Layard's text, but by no means all. 

Eecently a transliteration and translation has been published by the inde- 
fatigable and brilliant young scholar, Dr. Hugo Winckler ; 10 but while his trans- 
lation marks in general a decided advance upon that of his predecessors, the same 
praise cannot be accorded to his text. In the preface to the Keilinschriftliche 
Bibliothek, it is stated that new collations with the originals were made when 
found necessary and when possible. If Dr. Winckler consulted the original 
monument in the British Museum, it does not appear that he did so with the 
necessary care, for his transliteration contains a large number of inaccuracies. 
While he has removed many of Layard's errors, he has allowed almost an equal 
number to remain, among these some that had already been noted by his prede- 
cessors, and what is particularly to be regretted, he has added new ones of his 
own. True, in most cases, these errors are slight, and yet there is no reason why 
they should have been committed by a person of the excellent scholarship of 
Dr. Winckler. No doubt it was only undue haste in preparing his work that 
led him to overlook the points to which in the following pages I call attention. 

Under these circumstances, however, it did not seem to me a superfluous task, 
as a preliminary to a comparative study of Shalmaneser's inscriptions, to make 
a renewed careful investigation of the text of the obelisk. I have used for this 



s Inscriptions in the cuneiform character, pi. 87-98. 

6 Expedition en Mesopot., I., 343 ; also Histoire des Emp. de Chald. and d'Assyrie. I desire to 
add that to my regret Oppert's translation is inaccessible to me, so that I could not make use of 
it in my study of the text. 

7 Annates des Bote d'Assyrie, pp. 97-105. 

8 Record* of the Past, Vol. V., pp. 27-42, Eawlinson's tentative translation made in 1850, though 
remarkable at the time, is naturally of little use to-day. 

» In his Keilinschriften und Oeschiehtforsehung, Schraderincidentally translates a considerable 
portion of the inscription and adds his comments upon it, as follows : 

Line 60 = page 339. Lines 93, 93 = page 129. Lines 103, 103 = page 6. 

" 90, 91 = " 275. " 97- 99 = " 6. " 126-141 = " 239 sqq. 

" 141, 142 = " 131 sqq. " 159-174 = " 164 sqq. " 175-190 = " 167 sqq. 

See also pp. 5, 96, 139, 151, 162, 169, 176, 229, 239, 323. 
io Keilinschriftliche Bibliothek, Vol. I., pp. 128-150: 
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purpose an excellent cast in the possession of the University of Pennsylvania, the 
photographs published by the British Museum, and lastly the parallels in the 
other inscriptions of this king wherever such existed. In this way, I have suc- 
ceeded in obtaining what may be called a perfect text, in all buf a few places. 
My corrections to Layard's text aim to be complete, and in view of the fact that 
Winckler's transliteration will probably be much consulted in the future by 
scholars, I have thought it both useful and proper to indicate at the same time 
wherein he has deviated from these readings of the original, and I have also 
referred to some renderings of his with which I do not agree. 

In a succeeding number of Hebbaica, I hope to add a commentary to such 
portions of the text as require it, explaining so far as I may be able the still 
doubtful words and passages. In this number I am concerned almost exclusively 
with textual criticism. After finishing with the commentary, I intend to give 
the results of a comparative study of the Shalmaneser inscriptions, with a view 
chiefly of determining in how far the data furnished by them agree among them- 
selves and to what extent they may be regarded as trustworthy. 

I have not thought it necessary to give a complete transliteration, which, after 
Winckler's recent publication, would only be useful in connection with a new 
edition of the text itself, and I content myself with simply noting line for line the 
corrections to be made to Layard's edition. 

Line 5. — The gap at the beginning of the line is not satisfactorily filled out 
by the insertion merely of the determinative for deity and the two horizontal 
wedges which complete the sign E. There is certainly room for two signs in 
addition, a fact which is not indicated in Layard's text, and appears to have been 
overlooked by Winckler also. Lyon's 11 conjecture of kala-ma is not only justi- 
fied by the measurements, but is in every way acceptable. The third and fourth 
signs from the end are of course one, viz. s i m . 

6.— Supply iiu Sin at the beginning. See Tigl. Pil. I. col. i. o, where precisely 
the same epithets are applied to the moon-god. 

7. — There can of course be no doubt that the deity at the beginning of this 
line is Eamman, as Sayce, Menant, and Lyon already have it. Sargon cyl. 67, 
Bamman is called mu-rim hegalli. 

9. — The title abkallu ilani is given to Asur, Bel, Nebo, and Adar (cf. 
Delitzsch, Assyr. Die, s. v., for references), as well as to Marduk. Asur, Bel, 
and Adar being already mentioned elsewhere, and Nebo being here represented 
by Nusku, 12 as the title given to the latter, nasi hatti elliti, clearly shows, 
there can be no doubt, apart from other considerations, that we must supply 
Marduk. The vertical wedge still to be seen adds positiveness to what was 
already certain. Why Winckler should have hesitated to supply the name of the 



ii Assyr. Manual, p. 7, 3. 

la For the confusion of the two see Sayce, Hibbert Lectures, pp. 118, 119. 
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missing deity in this line, and also the one in line 7, while not hesitating in the 
case of Ea and Sin, is not clear. The expression Bel te-re-e-ti will be treated 
in the commentary. See K. 2854, (Strassm., A. V., No. 8968, ZA. I., 69) where 
Marduk is spoken of as mustesir terit A-num. The sign in Layard at the 
end of the line must be divided. The first part is kar and the traces of rad 
after it are distinct. 

11. — Bead [git]-ma-lu. There is not as much room at the beginning as 
Layard represents. 

12. — The second and third signs are of course to be joined to one. 

13.— At the beginning read rabuti . 

14. — Supply ilani at the beginning. 

15. — There is room for the male determinative at the beginning, but for 
nothing more. 

19. — Bead nab instead of ab. 

24.— Insert ina before g adniribe. Salm. Mon. in the parallel passage, col. 
1. 15, also has ina . Omitted by Winckler. 

28. — Bead u-lil. Winckler's translation misses the point. See Thiele, 
Gesch., p. 188, 11. 2, 3. 

29. — Insert gad-e after ana, again overlooked by Winckler, who follows 
Layard. Would it not be preferable to take the determinative after ana gade 
for mat, and not as Delitzsch (Par., p. 103) does, and also Lyon, for sad, 
Haman being then the name given to the district as well as to the mountain ? 
The same remark would of course apply to the parrallel passage, Salm. Mon. i. 50, 
also ii. 10, and some other places. Cf. Thiele (Gesch., p. 243), who speaks of 
the "country" of Hamman. 

30. — Join signs 9 and 10. 

32. — Bead s a instead of i r . 

34.— Winckler omits the determinative for city before birtu . 

35.— The stone has here and line 166 the sign U T , but line 113 Z AB . It 
is not absolutely necessary to suppose a clerical error in the two former passages, 
since both signs, by virtue of their descent from a common original picture (see 
Houghton, TSBA. vi. p. 469; Hilprecht, Freibrief, p. vii; Amiaud & Mechineau, 
Tableau Compare, etc., No. 213) may have the value lah, which is required here. 
Still, in view of the fact that elsewhere in the inscriptions of Shalmaneser we 
find invariably the latter sign (Mon. II. 21, 49, 68 ; Bull Lay. 46,2), it is more than 
probable that the scribe intended the same sign throughout. In no case, how- 
ever, is there any warrant for Winckler's reading ip-par-sid, no such sign as 
§ i d appearing on the original. 

36.— Bead sa instead of ir. 

37. — The fifth sign has a rather peculiar shape ; but there is no doubt of its 
being ni. It looks as though the scribe had started to write a false sign, 
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possibly sar, and then changed it rather clumsily. Bead in da sir (not inta- 
sir, as Winckler does), in accordance with Delitzsch, Assyr. Gram., § pp. 48-49. 

38. — Winckler omits the determinative for city at the beginning of the line. 
There does not appear to be anything missing at the end of the line. 

39.— Eead sa instead of ir. The ni, as Winckler correctly surmises, can 
only be an error of the copyist, who mistook the signs LU ME S for sarrani. 
Menant, Annales, p. 98, has already noticed the mistake ; but Sayce, BP., v. p. 31, 
overlooks it, and renders erroneously "kings." 

40. — There is a space on the stone after pi- it; but there is nothing wanting. 

41. — Winckler has overlooked that there is room at the end of the line for 
another sign, and it is certain that we must read ta-ia-ar-ti-ia, as we find 
constantly in this and the other inscriptions of Shalmaneser. Cf . 11. 130, 140, etc. 

45. — Eead zi for gi. At the end of the line supply Su-[uh-mi], in 
accordance with the parallel passage, Mon. n. 45, 46. So already Schrader, KQF., 
p. 143, note, suggests. Winckler, following apparently Lay. 12, 19, reads Su- 
uh-ni ; but the preference I think must be given to the Monolith, where Suhmi 
occurs no less than three times. I am inclined to suspect some error in the text 
of the bull inscription. The ni may easily have been superinduced by the 
re-occurrence of the character in the proper name immediately preceding. If the 
latter is also to be read S u h - n i , which I should also like to question, pending a 
re-examination of the stone, it is almost certain that the two places cannot be 
identical, since no rational explanation can be given why a scribe should write 
the same name in two entirely different ways in the very same line. If therefore 
we settle upon Suhni for the first name, the second is, without much question, 
Su-uh-mi. That there should be two distinct countries, or rather provinces, 
yet differing so slightly in name as Suhmi and Suhni, need not arouse any sus- 
picion. Compare Partakka and Partukka, two cities of Media mentioned side by 
side in Esarhaddon Cyl. A, iv. 19, 20, and C, iv. 4 (according to Harper's text, 
Hebraica, iv. p. 22). 

44. — The third and fourth signs from the end must be brought closer 
together. Notice the variants hu-ub and hu-bu, Balawat n. 3. See also 
Mon. I. 20, etc.; Ob. 161, 162. 

45.— The curious blunder of the scribe in this line, in writing Danasur, 
whereas the eponymforthe year was Asurbanusur, was first pointed out by 
George Smith, Eponym Canon, p. 192. See also Schrader, KOF., pp. 45, 323 seq. 
It is to be noted that this is the only mention of an eponym in the obelisk, and 
the question suggests itself whether it was not the intention of the scribe to 
single out the eponym of Danasur for special mention, with the view of adding 
to the glory of Shalmaneser 's favorite general, who is spoken of so frequently in 
the inscription (11. 141, 149, 159, 175). His blunder would then consist, not in 
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writing Danasur, as Smith, Schrader, and Winckler assume, but in putting him 
in the wrong place, in the fourth pali instead of in the sixth. Under this sup- 
position the exceptional mention of an eponym, whereas all the other events are 
dated by the years of the king's reign, would find a natural explanation, and one 
that throws an interesting light upon the commanding position held by Danasur. 

46.— At the end of the line read Si-tam-[rat]. The traces of rat are 
distinctly to be seen ; but even if that were not the case, the two parallel passages 
Mon. ii. 69,70, Si-i-ta-am-rat, and Bal. in. 3, Si-ta-am-rat, place the 
reading beyond any doubt. Winckler's reading here, si-tam-gi, can only be 
accounted for on the ground of undue haste. He takes the word for a common 
noun, and naturally can find no translation for it, overlooking the fact that, in 
the Monolith inscription, the word is preceded in both places by the determin- 
ative sad, and in the Balawat inscription, indeed, by the determinative for the 
city. The latter is probably a clerical error for sad; 13 but this only makes the 
fact that Sitamrat is the name of a mountain peak all the more certain. Neither 
Menant nor Sayce appear to have recognized this. Winckler has carelessly 
omitted abal Adini in this line. 

47. — Insert sad after uban, which is to be seen very clearly on the stone. 
Winckler's brackets around the word are therefore superfluous. At the end of 
the line complete u-[ba-an] . The na in Layard is erroneous. Cf. 1. 117. 

49. — The last sign on this line is, of course, ki . 

52. — Winckler has accidentally omitted a-na sad after ina V pale-ia. 

53. — The third sign is te not la. There is considerable variation on the 
obelisk in the formation of slanting and horizontal wedges, and it is at times only 
possible to decide from the context whether we have the sign te or la, gis or 
u d , and so with some others. 

59. — Supply kali at the beginning. 

60. — S a r at the beginning. There is only room for such a sign as N I § , not 
for any longer ideogram. 

61. — At end of line mis for ta . 

63. — Supply [a]-na at beginning. Bead bel-ia at end of line. 

64. — There is nothing wanting at the beginning of the line. Separate the 6th 
and 7th signs. 

65. — Nor is anything missing at the beginning of this line. 

66.— Correct Winckler's reading sabu to sabe. 

67.— Bead H a [b i - i n] in accordance with the parallel passage, Layard, 46, 9. 
Any further doubt as to the correctness of this reading is removed by the 
passage in the Asurn. inscription I R. 24, col. in. 55, where this same chief of 
Tilabna is spoken of. The sign ni is quite clearly to be distinguished, but 



is See, however, Del., Par., p. 264. 
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of b i only one horizontal wedge remains. Menant and Sayce have already filled 
out the gap correctly. At the end of the line read a-[lik] in accordance with the 
faint traces and the parallels, Bull, Layard, 46, 9, and 14, 20. 

69. — Bead a - s a r and separate the a from the preceding character. 

71.— Supply kat at end of line. 

72.— Read kir-bi-sa. 

72. — The wedges of the sign k a r are rather more slanting than they appear 
in Layard. 

74. — Read s a for i r and correct 1 a into t e . 

75.— Layard fails to indicate that there is a small space at the beginning of 
the line. Nor has Winckler taken notice of the fact. It is quite certain that we 
must fill it out by inserting the matu which we find in the parallel passage, Bal- 
awat IV., 1. This disposes of Delitzsch's remarks, Assyr. Diet., p. 223. 

78. — Bead sa for ir. 

80— Same. 

81. — The traces of a sign which may very well be the bel demanded by the 
context are to be seen. Separate 9th and 10th signs. 

82. — The second syllable of Bar-sip has the form usual to the sign and not 
the somewhat queer one given by Layard. 

83.— The cast shows a break at the beginning of the line, but from Layard it 
does not appear that such was the case on the original at the time he copied it. 
The reading is correct. 

85. — Read sa for ir. 

87. — The words §a mat Hatti given by Layard atHhe end of the line and 
adopted by all of his followers, including Winckler, do not appear on the stone, 
nor is there room for them, nor do the parallels, Bull, Layard, 15, 35 and 46, 22, 
make mention of the Hatti country at this point. 

88. — The scribe has omitted the sign ta of the word attarad . 

99. — "Winckler's suggestion to add itti sunu before amdahhis, as we 
constantly find it (e. g. 1. 64) is good. The parallel, Layard, 17, 25, also has it. 

94. — The scribe has erroneously written the sign Z A B instead of U T in the 
composition of the name Marduk. Layard either quietly corrected this or over- 
looked it. The two signs following Marduk must be joined together and are to 
be read Mudammik. 14 The second part of the sign is ZAB as usual and not 
U T , as given by Layard. The latter has also accidentally repeated the signs 
su-zu in this line. 

96.— The bull inscription (Layard, 13, 12) as well as the fragment of the 
annals, III R. 5, No. 6, 1, declare in accord with our text that in his 18th 
year Shalmaneser crossed the Euphrates for the 16th time, so that it is hardly 



m Winckler reads u d a m m i k . 
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possible to suppose a slip on the part of the scribe. The number, however, 
does not seem to be right. Assuming that the king includes in the "cross- 
ings " his journey to the sources of the Euphrates in his 15th year, we would still 
have only thirteen crossings up to the 18th year. Unless, therefore, we assume 
that the account of two additional expeditions across the Euphrates has been 
omitted, we must stamp the assertion of the scribe as an intentional exaggeration. 
So in 1. 99, the number 18 (not 19 as Winckler erroneously states) must be judged 
in the same way. But, on the other hand, the numbers 20, 21 and 22 in 11. 100, 
102, 104 respectively, are to be explained in the way suggested by Theile, Gesch., 
p. 202, as arising from a confusion with the figures referring to the reign of the 
king. 

99.— Winckler erroneously XIX §anitu for XVIII. 

101. — The sixth sign is ka, written in the regular way. 

102.— Correct the number XI to XXI. 

104. — Both numbers in this line are clearly XXII on the stone, not 12 or 
21 as Layard copies, nor 22 and 21 as Winckler, correcting only one of Layard's 
errors, states. Menant and Sayce ha,ve the correct numbers. 

106. — It looks as though there had been an erasure at the end of the line, but 
I am strongly inclined to believe that there is nothing at all missing now after 
t u . There is certainly not so large a gap as Winckler supposes. This practic- 
ally disposes of the latter's conjecture that Tu is the first part of a proper 
name, that of the mountain where the metals mentioned in the following are to 
be obtained. Sayce [BP., V., 135) translates " to conquer the mines of silver," 
etc., and evidently reads Kisit-tu. Despite the irregularity in the final syl- 
lable, this reading is the most acceptable one that has been proposed. 

107.— Read XXIII for XIII. 

108. — I do not know why Winckler changes the reading of the stone 
U-e-ta-as to ga-e-ta-as. There appears to be no warrant whatsoever for this. 

113.— See note to 1. 35. Bead ip-lah not ip-luh as Winckler invariably 
does. Peiser in his translation of the monolith of Shalmaneser (Keilins. Bibl., 
150-174) transliterates correctly ip-lah. Cf . the variant i p - 1 a - h u Salm. Mon. 
I. 21 ; II. 7*6 and 79. So also Asurn. Mon. Ill B. 6, Rev. 16, 30. 

114. — The stone has clearly la and not at, so that the name of the city is 
S i - h i - s a - 1 a h , 15 The 5th and 6th signs from the end are to be joined. 

116. — The 2d and 3d signs from the end are to be joined. 

118. — Read si instead of kur. The scribe has erroneously written ak (as 
■ given by Layard) instead of k u . Winckler corrects a d u k u . 

119. — The 2d and 3d signs must be separated. 



is The final syllables saiah remind us of the Selah in such names nStyiHD (Gen. 5:21). 
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121. — The first sign is quite certainly pi and not te as Layard, whom 
Winekler follows, has it. The third sign is s i , and the whole word is to be read 
pi-is-si. For the meaning, see the commentary. 

122. — In the name of the second city mentioned in this line, the first sign is 
without much doubt tar , the second is not at all clear on the cast, but za , as 
Layard reads, is the most likely. The third city is E-sa-mul. As so often, 
Layard has erroneously copied ir for sa and failed to join the two following 
signs. In further explanation, it ought to be said that it is not always easy to 
determine (except by the context) whether two signs belong together or not, the 
scribe exercising considerable freedom in leaving a greater or smaller space 
between the several parts of a compound sign. 

124.— Winekler has omitted ni after alu MES. 

125. — The determinative mat before Harhara is a slip of Layard's. The 
original has the determinative for city, as Delitzsch, Par., p. 233, already suspects. 
Sargon Annals, 1. 70, and Salle, XIV. 7 (Winckler's edition, p. 81), Ha-ar-ha- 
ra-ai and Har-har also appear with the determinative for city. Winekler 
again copies Layard's error. 

• 125. — I question whether we are justified in attributing the value az, as 
Winekler wishes to have done, to the sign which, so far as I know, has only the 
value as. It seems to me that ask up bears the same relation to the ordinary 
a z k u p , that i s p u n a , which occurs on the obelisk, 1. 21 , and a s p u n , 1. 158, do 
to the regular ispunu and aspun, and that asarap (with a D) in 11. 158 and 
189 does to the regular asarap, though this form may stand for astarap. 
Such variations are exceedingly instructive and ought not to be rashly disposed 
of by proposing new readings for signs. Winekler reads both S A G- A and 
SAGU (e. g. 1. 118) as busu- This is certainly not correct, sinee the two are 
very often found side by side. 

129. — Layard commits two slips in this line. The stone reads tidukisu 
(not sunu) and sallasu (not sunu). Winekler once more repeats Layard's 
very pardonable oversights. For the form asala see Delitzsch, Assyr. Gram., 
p. 269. 

130. — Winekler could not have consulted the original or he would have seen 
that the sign before the last is g u . This A - g u - s i is the same that occurs Mon. 
II., 27, where the name is written agu-usi, and he is no doubt identical with 
the Gu-si of Mon. II., 12 and 82, which is probably an error on the part of the 
scribe f or A - g u - s i . See Schrader, KGF. , p. 207. 

133. — The seventh sign from the end is not altogether clear on the stone, but 
I feel quite certain that it is li and not ka. The proper name accordingly is 
Tu-ul-li. 

135. — The third sign is not altogether clear but of course can only be alpu . 
The signs at the end are somewhat cramped, but Lamina is probably correct. 
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137.— Insert sad after second sign. 

138.— Bead Tar-zi. 

140. — There does not appear to be an erasure on the stone as Layard declares, 
but only a space such as we find elsewhere. The stone has gusur not gusura- 
t i as Winckler reads, though he may be right in adding the plural sign. 

141.— There is a space at the beginning of the line, but there is nothing want- 
ing. Possibly the scribe had written something and then erased it. AsSst 
accordingly is the first word. 

142.— Separate signs No. 9 and 10. 

143. — The ninth sign from the end is without question ub, not be, as 
Layard, though with an interrogation mark, and Winckler, without the interroga- 
tion, have it. 

145.— Separate again so as to read am-dah-^-is. There is a space at the 
end of this line, but nothing is wanting apparently. Possibly an erasure again. 

146. — Join signs No. 11 and 12. 

147. — The sign n a at the end has the form here and elsewhere which Layard 
gives it. 

150.— Separate signs No. 2 and 3. 

152.— Read lik for ri. 

153.— The character at the- beginning is not clear. It may be za , as Winck- 
ler proposes ; but there certainly is not room for an additional wedge, which we 
should expect in case this were really a proper name Zaipparma. But the 
first sign can very well be an erasure and we should then read the following signs 
ip-lah, explaining the sign UT for ZAB, as above 1.35. This is certainly the 
word that from the parallel passages we would expect here, and the only objection 
to the reading which appears to be adopted by Sayce (JBP., V., p. 38) is that we 
ought to have the plural form i p 1 a h u . This may be due to an omission of the 
scribe. In no case, however, can Winckler be right in reading " Z ai p p arm a , 
the son of S u r r i ," for he overlooks that the following word a b 1 u has the plural 
sign after it. Separate signs after bel and insert ti, reading hi-i-ti. Cf . 1. 
81. 

154. — Bead sa for ir. 

155. — The eleventh sign from end is si. 

157.— The fourth sign must, of course, be sab , and the two following must 
be joined. In the case of the former, it looks as though the scribe had started 
to write H i , and then noticing his error, attempted to change it. 

158. — Winckler again proposes to read as-pu-an for the textual aspun, 
but see above note to 1. 125. 

159.— The sign at the end after D I is TAR. Layard has failed to indicate 
that there is space after i 1 u for the sign for A s u r . 
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163. — Bead sa for ir, overlooked by Winckler. The name of the country 
is Madahisa. The reading is confirmed by line 164, where again the stone 
has s a for the i r which appears erroneously in Layard's text. 

165. — Read da for al. 

166. — Stone as in Layard's text U T . See note to 35. 

167. — Join 5th and 6th signs from end. 

168 — The scribe has erroneously written as for ai in the name Man-na- 
ai . Traces of n a at the end of the line are to be seen. 

169. — Bead s a for i r . 

170. — Join 10th and 11th signs from end. Second sign from end is L A L . 

171. — Bead sa for ir, second sign from end. Gf. Samsiramman, Col. in., 
63 Ar-ta-si-ra-ri. 

174. — Traces at the end of the line after i r are very faint. I distinguish the 
horizontal wedge given by Layard, and the beginning of a second above it. 
There is hardly room for anything more than a quite simple sign, and the most 
probable conjecture is na, though I do not wish this to be taken without 
reserve. For a suggestion with regard to the meaning of this word, see my com- 
mentary to the text, at the beginning of line. 

175. — Winckler has coolly omitted the ti, which appears in Layard's text, 
without as much as intimating that there is something missing before Asur. 
A close examination of the cast and photograph has convinced me that what 
Layard takes as one sign are really two. The first is A 8 and the second S I , 
and the two are to be read in a pan. Winckler 's translation "eilteich zum 
zweiten Male," etc., is entirely wrong. He has not seen, as Sayce already pointed 
out (.RP-, V., p. 4, note), that the lines refer to the celebration incident to the 
king's assumption of the eponymy for the second time. I shall speak fully of 
this passage in the commentary. 

176. — Layard's text has as for the ninth sign, and at first sight it really 
appears as though the sign were on the stone ; but a closer examination reveals 
that the scribe himself evidently intended to correct an error he made, and 
attempted to erase a superfluous wedge. We must, of course, read p a . 

177. — In this line Layard has omitted a second a in the proper name 
Hu-bu-us-ha-a-a and a su after madatu. Winckler follows Layard and 
in addition omits the i n a after i k t i r i b • 

178. — Winckler erroneously transliterates Sa for Sap in the proper name 
Sap-pa-ri-a. There is a space after Mugasira, but nothing is wanting 
apparently. 

179. — Winckler supplies the gap in the middle of this line by [bi-ra]a-ti 
without, however, intimating that there is any gap. There is scarcely anything 
to be seen on the cast after a-di. The first wedge may be a horizontal one. 



The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneseb II. 241 

While Winckler's conjecture is decidedly ingenious, it is not altogether accepta- 
ble. In the first place, the expression " to the fortresses of the country... I went " 
is rather strange, and so far as I know is not to be found elsewhere ; secondly, it 
does not fit well with the continuation of the narrative, for immediately after, 
Shalmaneser says, "Fifty of his cities I destroyed," etc., without saying a 
word of the birati. Of course it might be said in reply that the birati are 
the cities, and while this is not impossible, the use of the word in line 34, where 
the birtu is sharply distinguished from alu (or mahazu as Schrader and 
"Winekler would have us read, see Keil. Bibl., p. VII.), rather argues against an 
identification of the two. Sayce, who translates " up to the borders," evidently 
thinks of pa-a-ti, and this is decidedly better, but is open to two serious objec- 
tions, (1) the spelling would be very unusual and (2) there is space for more than 
the simple character pa. It is with all possible reserve that I raise the question 
whether we may not have the plural here of the pis si signalized above in the 
note to 1. 121, and fill out the gap by reading [pi-sa]-ti or possibly pi-is-sa- 
a-ti, though there is scarcely room for so much. I cheerfully admit that the 
faint traces, while not interposing any obstacles, do not furnish evidence to sup- 
port it. At all events, so much may be said, that from the context we should 
expect a word meaning " entrance," " border," or " interior," or the like, but 
hardly such a term as "fortresses." 

180.— Mil out the gap by reading ina iiati asrup (up). There is hardly 
room for writing the last word phonetically, as Winekler does. 

181.— Schrader (KQF., p. 179), Sayce (JSP., V., p. 41), and Menant (An- 
nates, p. 104) agree in reading Man[na-ai]-a, the country which borders upon 
Gilzan (see Schrader KQF., s. v. and map). The following name is Bu-ri- 
sa , though the middle sign is not altogether clear. Correct Layard's reading ir 
to sa. 

182.— I am unable to fill out the gap in this line. After mat a vertical wedge 
can be seen. The character which Layard takes for r a , (adding an interrogation 
mark) is very doubtful. Sayce renders " country of the Kharkhanians," but I do 
not know upon what warrant. 

183. — The first sign should be LAL. The gap in the center is somewhat 
larger than shown in Layard, but the space for the proper name is diminished by 
the sign at , which we must insert before to-r ad . 

185.— Correct ka into eli, add ina before it and supply Su-un, thus 
reading ina elisunu (cf . 1. 156, etc.). Winekler omits ina. The sign to which 
Layard adds a query is uk . The traces are distinct on the stone, and there is 
enough to show that the sign has the ordinary form. The last character can only 
be lik. Layard has ri, but the traces though faint show that lik was there. 
Two initial vertical and one horizontal wedge can be distinguished. 

189. — The sign before the last is sa and not ir. See the note to 1. 125. 
*4 
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Bas-kelief Epigraphs. 

A. — Su-u-a seems to be a clerical error for A-sa-a-u king of Gilzan, 
mentioned in the Mon. II., 69 (cf. Theile, Oesch., p. 198). The identity of the two 
will hardly be questioned, and we might refer to Gusi and Agusi (see note to 
1. 130) as an example of an analogous variation. But may not the scribe have 
confused Asau with Su-u-a (written just as here) the king of Su^mi 
who is mentioned Mon. II., 46 ? 

C— Bead Sa-ke-ia instead of Layard's Irkea. It is surprising to find 
that Winckler should have retained an error which has been corrected by Menant 
(Annates, p. 105), Sayce {BP., V., 42), Schrader (KGF., p. 272, note), Delitzsch 
(Par., 123), Oppert (Egypte and Assyrie, p. 9), and no doubt others, and which he 
might have detected by simply consulting the photograph. 

D. — Winckler reads Mardukapluusur, just as above in 1. 94 he reads 
Marduksuiuudammik. Mardukbalnasir or Mardukablinasir 16 
appears preferable. 

E. — Winckler reads sipa-ar-ri, by joining the two signs following upon 
the ideogram for copper and changing the hu to ri. On the stone, however, the 
two characters are not written very close to one another, and the h u in Layard's 
text is certainly correct. Besides ar-ri as a phonetic complement to sippari 
is rather strange. I prefer to read simply si-ri-hu, taking the word as an 
adjective to sipparu in the sense of "bulky" orthelike. See the commentary 
to the text. 



le Genitive of at>lu. I And on a cylinder which I publish in the October numberof Zeit- 
schriftf. Assyr., the name Marduktftbikzirim (genitive) written phonetically. 



